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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-42 are pending. 



Claim Objections 

2. Claim 14 is objected to because of the following informalities: 
As per claim 14: period missing at the end of the claim. 
Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 

for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 

regards as the invention. The fourth line of the claim, "a second selected portion of the 

retrieved data to generate the first result," is immediately preceded by a period and 

further cannot be interpreted by the Office. For purposes of examination, the examiner 

will consider the claim ended at the period in the third line: "the first result." 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

4. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 
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5. Claims 1-1 1,19-32,40-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. The cited claims do not produce a 
tangible result. The claims contain functional descriptive material, however in most 
cases this material is only statutory when recorded on some computer-readable 
medium. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 



7. Claims 1,2-5,8,10,12-16,19,22-26,29,31,33-37 and 40 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Kucala (Publication Number US2001/0016853 
A1). 



As per claim 1 , Kucala teaches 
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"receiving information identifying data sources to be reconciled" (paragraphs 
[0014] and [0015], whereas Kucala's reference to palmtop and PC versions of files is 
equivalent to the claimed information identifying data sources); 

"retrieving data from a first data source based on a dynamic link identifying data 
in the first data source; retrieving data from a second data source based on a dynamic 
link identifying data in the second data source" (paragraphs [0023] and [0024], whereas 
Kucala's using key contents and palmtop and PC file records with identical field order 
and names not necessary is equivalent to the claimed retrieving data from sources 
based on dynamic link); 

"processing a first portion of a reconciliation rule" (paragraph [0024], whereas 
Kucala's palmtop file record translation or conversion is equivalent the claimed 
processing first portion of reconciliation rule) "using the retrieved data from the first data 
source" (paragraph [0024], whereas Kucala's palmtop file record is equivalent to the 
claimed data from first data source) "to generate a first result" (paragraph [0024], 
whereas Kucala's palmtop file format in format where record can be compared is 
equivalent to the claimed generated first result); 

"processing a second portion of the reconciliation rule" (paragraph [0024], 
whereas Kucala's PC file record translation or conversion is equivalent the claimed 
processing second portion of reconciliation rule) "using the retrieved data from the 
second data source" (paragraph [0024], whereas Kucala's PC file record is equivalent to 
the claimed data from second data source) "to generate a second result" (paragraph 
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[0024], whereas Kucala's PC file format in format where record can be compared is 
equivalent to the claimed generated second result); 

"comparing the first result with the second result" (paragraph [0024], whereas 
Kucala's format where records compared is equivalent to the claimed comparing first 
with second results); 

"and confirming that data in the first data source is reconciled with the data in the 
second data source if the first result matches the second result" (paragraph [0018], 
whereas Kucala's PC and palmtop files are equivalent to the claimed first and second 
data sources and Kucala's unmodified records is equivalent to the claimed confirming if 
first and second results match). 

As per claim 2, Kucala teaches 

"adding a first selected portion" (paragraph [0017], whereas Kucala's merging 
palmtop file is equivalent to the claimed adding first selected portion) "of the retrieved 
data to generate the first result" (paragraph [0024], whereas Kucala's palmtop file 
format in format where record can be compared is equivalent to the claimed generate 
first result). 

As per claim 3, Kucala teaches 

"subtracting a second selected portion" (paragraph [0017], whereas Kucala's 
duplicate PC records filtered out is equivalent to the claimed subtracting second 
selected portion) "of the retrieved data to generate the first result" (paragraph [0024], 
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whereas Kucala's palmtop file format in format where record can be compared is 
equivalent to the claimed generate first result). 

As per claim 4, Kucala teaches 

"adding a first selected portion" (paragraph [0017], whereas Kucala's merging 
palmtop file is equivalent to the claimed adding first selected portion) "of the retrieved 
data to generate the second result" (paragraph [0024], whereas Kucala's pc file format 
in format where record can be compared is equivalent to the claimed generate second 
result). 

As per claim 5, Kucala teaches 

"subtracting a second selected portion" (paragraph [0017], whereas Kucala's 
duplicate PC records filtered out is equivalent to the claimed subtracting second 
selected portion) "of the retrieved data to generate the second result" (paragraph [0024], 
whereas Kucala's pc file format in format where record can be compared is equivalent 
to the claimed generate second result). 

As per claim 8, Kucala teaches 

"the dynamic link identifying data in the first data source identifies a location of 
the data in the first data source" (paragraph [0023], whereas Kucala's index field is 
equivalent to the claimed dynamic link identifies location of data in source). 
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As per claim 10, Kucala teaches 

"the dynamic link identifying data in the second data source identifies a location 
of the data in the second data source" (paragraph [0023], whereas Kucala's index field 
is equivalent to the claimed dynamic link identifies location of data in source). 

As per claim 12,1 9,22,33 and 40 

These claims are respectively rejected on grounds corresponding to the 
arguments given above for rejected claim 1 and are similarly rejected. 

As per claims 13-16,23-26 and 34-37 

These sets of claims are respectively rejected on grounds corresponding to the 
arguments given above for rejected claims 2-5 and are similarly rejected. 

As per claims 29, 

This claim is rejected on grounds corresponding to the arguments given above 
for rejected claim 8 and is similarly rejected. 

As per claims 31, 

This claim is rejected on grounds corresponding to the arguments given above 
for rejected claim 10 and is similarly rejected. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



9. Claims 6-7,17-18,20-21,27-28,38-39, and 41-42 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kucala (Publication Number 
US2001/0016853 A1), as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Klein (Patent 
Number 5,404,509). 

As per claim 6, 

Kucala does not explicitly indicate "generating an indication that the data in the 
first data source is not reconciled with the data in the second data source if the first 
result does not match the second result." 

However, Klein discloses "generating an indication that the data in the first data 
source is not reconciled with the data in the second data source if the first result does 
not match the second result" (column 18, line 66 through column 19, line 3, whereas 
Klein's noting discrepancies between image and database is equivalent to the claimed 
generation of indication that first data and second data results do not match). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Kucala and Klein because using the steps "generating an 
indication that the data in the first data source is not reconciled with the data in the 
second data source if the first result does not match the second result" would have 
given those skilled in the art the tools to improve the invention by comparing the 
contents of data note any discrepancies. This gives the user the advantage of being 
able to find data that does not match. 

As per claim 7, 

Kucala does not explicitly indicate "generating a reconciliation report based on 
the first and second results." 

However, Klein discloses "generating a reconciliation report based on the first 
and second results" (column 18, line 66 through column 19, line 3, whereas Klein's audit 
summary screen where discrepancies between image and database are noted is 
equivalent to the claimed generation of report based on first and second results). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Kucala and Klein because using the steps "generating a 
reconciliation report based on the first and second results" would have given those 
skilled in the art the tools to improve the invention by comparing the contents of data 
note any discrepancies. This gives the user the advantage of being able to find data that 
does not match. 
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As per claim 17,21 ,27,38, and 42, 

These claims are respectively rejected on grounds corresponding to the 
arguments given above for rejected claim 6 and are similarly rejected. 

As per claims 1 8,20,28,39, and 41 , 

These claims are respectively rejected on grounds corresponding to the 
arguments given above for rejected claim 7 and are similarly rejected. 

10. Claims 9,11,30, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kucala (Publication Number US2001/0016853 A1), as applied to 
claims 1,8, and 10 above, and further in view of Lowell (Patent Number 5,341,476). 

As per claim 9, Kucala teaches 

"the dynamic link identifying data in the first data source further identifies" 
(paragraph [0023], whereas Kucala's group of index fields is equivalent to the claimed 
dynamic link further identifies) "...from the first data source" (paragraph [0022], whereas 
Kucala's palmtop is equivalent to the claimed first data source). 

Kucala does not explicitly indicate " a routine to retrieve data" 
However, Lowell discloses "a routine to retrieve data" (column 10, lines 3-23, 
whereas Lowell's read data function is equivalent to the claimed routine to retrieve 
data). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Kucala and Lowell because using the steps "a routine to retrieve 
data" would have given those skilled in the art the tools to improve the invention by 
reducing the overhead of tracking which modules supply data to other modules. This 
gives the user the advantage of using dynamic modules that can be determined at run- 
time. 

As per claim 1 1 , Kucala teaches 

"the dynamic link identifying data in the second data source further identifies" 
(paragraph [0023], whereas Kucala's group of index fields is equivalent to the claimed 
dynamic link further identifies) "...from the second data source" (paragraph [0022], 
whereas Kucala's PC is equivalent to the claimed second data source). 
Kucala does not explicitly indicate "a routine to retrieve data" 
However, Lowell discloses "a routine to retrieve data" (column 10, lines 3-23, 
whereas Lowell's read data function is equivalent to the claimed routine to retrieve 
data). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Kucala and Lowell because using the steps "a routine to retrieve 
data" would have given those skilled in the art the tools to improve the invention by 
reducing the overhead of tracking which modules supply data to other modules. This 
gives the user the advantage of using dynamic modules that can be determined at run- 
time. 
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As per claims 30, 

This claim is rejected on grounds corresponding to the arguments given above 
for rejected claim 9 and is similarly rejected. 

As per claims 32, 

This claim is rejected on grounds corresponding to the arguments given above 
for rejected claim 11 and is similarly rejected. 

Conclusion 

1 1 . The prior art made of record, listed on form PTO-892, and not relied upon is 
considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jay A. Morrison whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7112. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tim Vo can be reached on (571) 272-3642. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Tim Vo 
TC2100 




TIMVO 
PRIMARY EXAMIN r 



